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THE USE OF AREA SUCTION FCR THE PURPOSE OF IMPROVING 
TRAILING-EDGE FLAP EFFECTIVENESS ОМ 
A 359 SWEPTBACK WING 


By Woodrow L. Cook, Curt A. Holzhauser, 
and Mark М, Kelly 


SUMMARY 


An investigation was conducted to determine the effectiveness of 
suction applied through а porous area at the leading edge of the flap, | 
on а 359 sweptback wing. Several chordwise extents and positions of 
area suction were tested for the suction flap deflected 55° and. 709, 

The effectiveness of the flap was determined in conjunction with three 
types of leading-edge devices: (1) a leading-edge slat, (2) a modified 
leading edge incorporating camber and an increased leading-edge radius, 
and (3) a porous leading edge with area suction applied. Measurements 
were made of the static longitudinal characteristics and, in some cases, 
measurements were made of wing—surface pressure distributions. Measure— 
ments were also made of the suction requirements for the application of 
area suction on the flap alone and in conjunction with area suction 
applied at the wing leading edge. 


The results indicated that large increases in flep lift increment 
can be made by applying suction with very small flow quantities to sn 
area near the leading edge of a flap. It was determined that with area 
suction the flap effectiveness predicted by inviscid theory could be 
realized. It was determined that irrespective of angle of attack, the 
flap lift increment could be maintained almost constant to the angie of 
maximum lift of the wing. The wing maximum lift appeared to be governed 
by leading-edge separation in all cases, including those where leading— 
edge—separstion control devices were used. The maximum lift increment 
obtained by the use of area suction on the flap was not critical as to 
location of the porous area, but the suction requirements to maintain 
this flap lift did vary with the location of the porous area. 


The results indicated that with the use of a partial—span extent 
of leading-edge area suction from 0.45 semispan to 0.96 semispan, 
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there was no indication of longitudinal instability beyond maximum lift; E 
whereas for all the other configurations of leading edges tested longi— 
tudinal instability was indicated at attitudes above that for maximum 
lift. 


An approximate design procedure is discussed to demonstrate how 
the results of tests of a suction flap on a 35° sweptback wing can be 
used to determine the suction—power requirements and the lift attainable кеттін 
with suction flaps on wings having other sweepback. 


INTRODUCTION 


The trend of aircraft-wing design toward thinner sections, lower 
aspect ratios, and more sweepback has necessitated a search for more 
effective high-lift devices for low-speed flight. The investigations 
of references 1 through 5 have shown various means of delaying the 
occurrence of air—flow separation and thus improving the low-speed char— 
acteristics of swept wings. The devices — leading-edge slats, modified 
leading edges incorporating camber and an increased leading-edge radius, 2 
and leading-edge area suction — were all used for the purpose of delay— B 
ing the occurrence of leading-edge а1г-Ёїон separation. Тһе effect of А 
these devices was to extend the linear portions of the lift and pitching— ч 
moment curves to higher lift and angles of attack. In many cases, 
depending on the sweep and aspect ratio, the angles of attack at which 
these improvements in lift were made are considerably higher than those 
used by present-day aircraft in landing, take-off, or maneuvering. 


The investigations of references 1, 2, and 4 through 7 show the 
effect of single— or double-slotted flaps in reducing the angle of 
attack for a given lift coefficient for swept wings of various aspect 
ratios and taper ratios. The degree of effectiveness obtained from 
such flaps was considerably less than has been anticipated to be neces— 
sary in future wing designs. | 


Several investigations have shown that flap effectiveness can be 
increased, especially at high deflections, by application of a form of 
boundary-layer control more effective than that achieved by such common 
designs as single— or double-slotted flaps. Two types of boundary-layer 
control, sucking or blowing air through slots at the forward edge of the 
flap, as reported in references 8 through 12, showed this increased 
effectiveness. The results of reference 1 indicated that much less 
power is required to obtain boundary—layer control at a wing leading 
edge with suction through a porous area than through a slot. It was . 
reasoned that similar gains could be realized in the case of boundary— 
layer control at the forward edge of 4 flap. 


Because of these possible gains, an investigation was conducted 
on a 35° sweptback wing with area suction applied through various 


< 
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chordwise extents and positions of porous surface on а partial—spsn 
flap. Since it was anticipated that maximum lift would be established 
by leading~edge separation, the investigation also included the use of 
the suction flap in combination with several wing leading-edge devices; 
(1) a leading-edge slat, (2) a modified leading edge having camber and 
an increased leading-edge redius, апа (3) partial and full-span extents 
of area suction at the wing leading edge. 


In analyzing the data from the investigation of the 35° sweptback 
Wing, it appeared that the results could be of immediate interest in the 
design of flaps for wings of other plan forms. Іп order to provide the 
background for the design of flaps with area suction, the discussion has 
been extended to cover qualitatively the physical phenomena involved. 

In addition, the design procedure used to estimate the characteristics 
and suction requirements for an example application is included in 
Appendix А, 


The investigation was conducted in the Ames 10- by 80—foot wind 


tunnel. The results of the tests are presented herein. 


NOTATION 


р wing span, ft 
с chord, measured parallel to the plane of symmetry, ft 


2 о 25/2 a 
с теап aerodynamic chord, а f c*dy, ft 
О 


i 5 
ӨТ section lift coefficient, = Ї Рах cos а — 1/е f Paz віп с. 
с О 


drag 
Cp drag coefficient 
2 doS 


Ср lift coefficient, lift 
doS 


Cm  pitching-moment coefficient computed about the quarter—chord point 
pitching moment 


of the mean aerodynamic chord, CIA нана 


Q 
Co flow coefficient, U.S 


а chordwise extent of porous surface, measured in chord plane, ft 


Бо 


Py 


Оо 


Wo 
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length of porous surface, measured along surface normal to leading 
edge, in. ; | жс Оу 2% S ; : | 


free—stream static pressure, 1b/sq ft 


local-eurface static pressure, lb/sq ft 


airfoil prez- coefficient, 1+0 
о 


average duct "ressure coefficient, 2—5 


р-р 
plenum—chamber pressure coefficient, T 5 


free—stream dynamic pressure, 1b /sq ft 


volume of ё1г removed through porous surface, cu ft/sec, 
based on standard density 


5.2 
Reynolds number, —— 


Wing area, sq ft 
thickness of porous material, in. 


free-stream velocity, ft/sec 


suction-air velocity, ft/sec 22 
assumed weight of airplane, Стао 


distance along airfoil chord, referenced to the leading 
edge of the unmodified sections, ft 


spanwise distance, measured perpendicular from fuselage center . м 5 
line, ft | 


height above wing reference plane defined by the wing quarter— 
chord line and the chord of the unmodified section at 0,663 b/2 


sweep angle, deg 
engle of &ttack of fuselage center line, deg 


flap deflections measured in plane normal to the hinge line, deg 
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Ap pressure drop across porous material, 1b/sa Pt 


v kinematic viscosity, ft /sec 


Subscripts 
Т trailing-edge flap 
L leading edge 
erit critical 
R reference conditions 
CORRECTIONS 


The standard tunnel—wall corrections for a straight wing of the 
same area and span as the sweptback wing were applied to the angle of 
attack, pitching-moment, and drag-coefficient data. This procedure was 
followed since an analysis indicated that tunnel-wall corrections were 
approximately the same for straight and swept wings of the size under 
consideration. Тһе following increments were added: 


Ax = 0.61 Cy, 
Абр = 0.0107 СІ2 
Cup = 0.008 Ст, (teii-on data only) 


No corrections were made for strut interference. Ail flow coeffi- 
cients were corrected to standard sea-level conditions, The effect of 
the thrust of the exhaust jets was found to be negligible. 


MODEL AND APPARATUS 


A general view of the model is shown in figure 1. Except for the 
flaps, the model is the same as was used in the investigation of refer— 
ence 1 where it is described completely. The geometric characteristics 
of the model are shown in figures 2 and 3. The wing panels and horizon— 
tal tail аге from ар Е-ЗбА airplane. The horizontal tail is in the same 
position relative to the wing as оп the airplane, The coordinates for 
the airfoil section at two spanwise sections are given in table I. 


6 poe NACA RM A53E06 


Suction Flaps 


The original trailing—edge flaps on the wing described in refer— 
ence 1 were removed and replaced with suction flaps thet could be 
deflected to 55° and ТО? (fig. h(a)). The flaps had a constant chord 
and extended from 0.135 semispan to 0,195 вешіврап, Тһе flaps were con— 
structed with a porous surface on the upper surface over the axis of 
rotation as shown in figures 4(b) and 5. Тһе porous surface extended 
from a point 1/2 inch aft of the reference line to 8 inches aft of the 
reference line measured along the surface normal to the reference line. 
The reference line, shown in figure 4, is a line on the upper surface 
of the wing in a vertical plane with the hinge line. The chordwise 
extent and position of porous surface was controlled with a nonporous 
tape of about 0.003—inch thickness. The various extents and positions 
of porous areas tested are listed in table II. The dimensions given are 
normal to the reference line and are measured along the curved porous 
surface, The chordwise extent of the porous surface for all configura— 
tions was constant across the span of.the flap. 


The porous material used for the flap was the same type ав used in 
the investigation of reference 1, The material was composed of an elec— 
troplated metal mesh sheet backed with 1/16—inch—thick white wool felt. 
The metal mesh sheet had 4225 holes per square inch, was ll—percent 
porous, and was 0.008 inch thick. The wool felt had a weight of 4 pounds 
per square yard for l/2—inch—thick material. The flow resistance char— 
acteristics for the porous material are shown in figure б for 1/2-inch- 
thick wool felt. For other thicknesses of wool felt, the pressure drop 
across the porous material for a given suction velocity is directly рго— 
portional to the thickness. of the wool felt, 2 .. 2 ..2 


Wing Leading Edges 


The various leading—edge configurations used in the tests are listed 
in table III. Some tests were made with the F—86A airplane leading edge, 
configuration А, with the slat in the closed position as shown in fig— 
ure Т. Іп these tests the slits between the four segments of the slats 
were taped as in reference 2 to prevent flow of air from the bottom sur— 
face to the top. Тһе majority of the tests with ап unmodified Е-86А 
wing leading-edge contour were made with the porous leading edge taped 
with а nonporous tape, configuration B. Three leading-edge devices were 
used to attain higher maximum lift coefficient: (1), the modified lead— 
ing edge of reference 2 which had camber added to the forward portion of 
the chord and an increased leading-edge radius, as shown in figure T(a) 
and table IV; (2) the F-86A leading-edge slat, shown in figure T(b), 
extending from 0.245 semispan to 0.94 semispan; (3) the porous leading 
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edge used in the investigation of reference 1, The various spanwise 
extents of leading-edge area suction used and the one spanwise variation 
of the chordwise extent {configuration B of ref. 1) used for all spanwise 
extents are shown in figure 8 and table III. Figure 9 shows the varia— 
tion of the thickness of porous wool felt backing material at various 
spanwise sections. The flow resistance of the porous material for the 
leading edge is shown in figure 6. As indicated in the figure, this 
porous material has approximately twice the density for a givén thick— 
ness of material as the porous material used at the flap. 


Suction Apparatus 


Two completely separate suction systems were employed; one for the 
leading edge and one for the flap. Each system consisted of а centrif— 
ugal compressor driven by an electric motor mounted in а plenum chamber 
in the fuselage, The air was drawn from the wing surface, into wing 
ducts, through the plenum chamber and the compressor and out the exit 
ducts at the bottom of the fuselage. The quantity of air removed for 
each suction system was measured by survey rakes located at the exit of 
the system. The rakes were calibrated with standard ASME orifice meters. 
Plenum—-chamber and duct pressures were measured with static pressure 
orifices and can be assumed to be equal to the total pressure since the 
suction-air velocities in the duct and plenum chamber were low. The 
spanwise location of the surface pressure orifices are shown in figure 2, 
and the chordwise positions are listed in table V. The total suction 
power was measured with а wattmeter and inciuded pump losses, duct 
losses, and the suction requirements. 


TESTS 


The primary purpose of the investigation was to determine the rels- 
tion between the lift increments realized from the flap апа the suction 
power and flow quantities required. Three—component force data were 
obtained &t zero війевіір for а11 flap апа wing configurations. For 
some conditions, pressure distributions over the wing were obtained. 

In addition, tests were made of three wing and flap arrangements with 
the horizontal tail removed to show the effects on longitudinal stabil— 
ity. Table VI lists the various configurations that were investigated. 


initial tests showed that as suction was increased, the lift incre— 
ment first increased rapidly, then, quite abruptly, the rate of increase 
fell off to а very low value. The test procedure followed, therefore, 
was to determine for each model arrangement and angle of attack the 
power and suction quantities required to reach the point where further 
increases in these quantities gave little increase in lift increment. 


ea, 
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This was done by holding the angle of attack and free—stream velocity 
constant and obtaining data as the suction quantity was varied. 


For the model with the unmodified wing leading-edge profile, an 
extensive investigation was made, for both 55° and 70° of flap deflection, 
of the effect of position and extent of the porous area. Table II pre— 
sents a summary of the porous area arrangements tested. Data were 
obtained at Reynolds numbers of 7.5 and 9.6x10°. For the model with 
wing leading-edge modifications, only one flap deflection, 55°, and only 
one arrangement of porous area on the flap were tested (see table VI). 
For the full—span leading-edge suction, suction quantities required at 
the wing leading edge were determined for each angle of attack as those 
which, by observation of pressure distribution, just prevented separa— 
tion of flow from the wing leading edge. 


RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 


Model With Suction Flap and 
Unmodified Leading Edge 


The lift, drag, and pitching-moment data are shown in figure 10 
with the trailing-edge flap deflected 55° and 70°. Тһе results are 
shown with and without suction applied on the Plap and are compared with 
( СТЕ flap deflected 389 having essentially the same span and chord 

ref. 2). 


lift.— Figure 11 shows the variation of the flap lift increment 
with flow coefficient. These data were obtained at one wing angle of 
attack, 0.59, and for one location and extent of porous area for each 
flap (configuration № for the flap deflection of 559 and configuration 18 
for the flap deflection of 70°). Similar data were obtained at other 
angles of attack and for other configurations of porous area.  Exemins— 
tion of all these data showed the following important facts which аге 
applicable to each condition of flap deflection: 


l. The variation of lift increment with flow coefficient was quai— 
itatively the same for any configuration of porous area in that, as flow 
coefficient was increased, an initial slow rise in lift was followed by 
an abrupt rise to a particular value which could be increased only 
slightly by further large increases in flow coefficient. 


2. For any one configuration of porous area, the variation of lift 
increment with flow coefficient showed almost no variance with angle of 
attack, provided the angle of attack was less than that at which separa— 
tion of flow appeared at the wing leading edge. 


X 
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3. For all configurations of porous area, the same total increase 
in lift occurred as the flow coefficient was increased, but the abrupt— 
ness of the rise and the flow coefficient at which it occurred were mod— 
ified by the chordwise extent and location of the porous area. 


The data shown in figure 10 represent, Por either flap deflection, 
the condition wherein the flow coefficient at each angie of attack was 
sufficient to be in the range where a negligible increase in Lift could 
be realized from increased flow coefficient. The data therefore are 
applicable to any configuration of porous area for each flap deflection 
that is noted in table 11, 


The existence, for each flap deflection, of a particular value of 
lift increment which could be exceeded only slightly by large increases 
in flow coefficient suggests that as soon as there is sufficient area 
suction to permit attaining nearly Linear flap effectiveness, no further 
gains іп lift could be expected, This can be indicated by comparing 
measured flap lift increments and total-—wing lifts with those predicted 
by the method of reference 13, wherein linear flap effectiveness to these 
deflections can be assumed. Іп making such а comparison, it is first 
necessary to make a choice of the experimental Сү, increment gained by 
the use of suction. For instance (fig. 11) with 55° of flap deflection, 
the ACT, increases from 0.75 to 0.78 ав the flow coefficient increases 
from 0.00048 to 0.002. This lift increase was considered of small inter— 
est in view of the increase in flow coefficient required; hence, the 
choice was arbitrarily made to direct attention to that value of ACT, 
reached when the linear increase with flow coefficient begins (see 
fig. 11). It should be noted that often this is not a sharply defined 
point and, therefore, the choice of the value of flow coefficient asso-— 
сіздей with it is somewhat arbitrary; an attempt will be made to make 
apparent the degree of interpretation as results sre discussed. Herein, 
the lift increments corresponding to this value are denoted as АСТ егіз А 
the associated total—ing lift coefficients are CLorit » and the asso— 


ciated flow coefficient is CQcrit. | 


E od 


Good agreement between theory and experiment was obtained for the 55° 
flap-deflection case (0.78 = АСтеуі- from tail-off experimental data 
and 0.80 = АСТ, from theory); poorer agreement existed in the 70° flap— 
deflection case (0.87 = ACL 1,4 estimated from tail—-on experimental data 


and 0.99 = АСТ... from theory), and it is not clear whether this is а 
limitation of the theory or а failure of the area suction to totally 
eliminate separation, although tuft studies and pressure—distribution 
measurements indicated that the latter was a contributing factor to the 
disagreement. 


It will be noticed from Pigure 10 that ACT, mit was maintained 
almost without loss up бо Ст. For these cases, Ст... appeared to 
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be limited by separation of flow from the wing leading edge which was M 
indicated by the pressure distributions and will be discussed later. 
Thus, application of suction to the flap gave a major increase in Сү 


with only а slight change (reduction) in stall angle. Installation of 
the smooth F—86A leading edge in place of the taped—over porous leading 
edge (ref. 1) enabled an increase іп СТ ах from 1.48 to 1.68; even in 


this latter case, there is apparently no important reduction in АСТ сс + 
with angle of attack, 


The majority of tests were made with no discontinuity existing 
where the upper Wing surface joined the surface formed by the flap deflec— 
tion. Recognizing that such would not be possible in practice, since a 
discontinuity must exist to enable flap retraction, a limited study was 
made of the effect of such a discontinuity in the form of an abrupt 
3/16—inch drop in contour along the flap just forward of the porous area. 
No change in flap effectiveness was measured, although a slight increase 
in flow coefficient was required to obtain AC erit" 


Pitching moment.— Suppression of separation on the flap caused no 
particular change in the variation of pitching moment with lift coeffi- 
cient, except that the linear range was extended to higher lift coeffi— 
cients. А point worthy of note is that in the tail—on case, the increase 
in flap effectiveness w&s not accompanied by а pronounced change in T 
pitching moment (fig. 10(a)). It can be seen. by comparing the data of 
figures 10(а) and 10(b) that in a large measure, the self—trimming effect 
results from the particular location of the tail in the downwash field 
since an increase in flap lift is accompanied by an increase in the neg— 
ative value of the tail—off pitching moment, However, it can be shown 
from figure 10(b) that the pitching moment per unit of flap lift is less 
for the flap with area suction (a value of 0.155) than for the flap with- 
out suction (а value of 0.18). Presumably, this results from a forward 
shift in local center of pressure as separation is suppressed on the 
flap. This fact may be of importance if greater flap lift increments 
then shown herein are desired and maximum lift of the horizontal tail 
is approached. 


Suction requirements — effect of position of porous агеа.— It 
was noted in the previous section that figure 11 shows a typical varis-— 
tion of lift increment with suction, and that a value of Lift noted 
ав АСТ: Was chosen to represent the most interesting case wherein 
the Plow coefficient was limited to that required to just suppress sepa— 
retion and maintain nearly linear flap effectiveness. It was also noted 
that while all porous area configurations achieved this end, Со Gnd 


varied for each configuration of porous area, Figures 12 and 13 have 
been prepared to show this variation for the 55° and 70° flap deflec— 
tions, respectively. The effects of two variables are shown in each - 
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figure, first, the effect of position of two extents of porous area, and, 
second, the effect of the extent of porous opening with the forward edge 
at a fixed point. 


The results shown in figures 12(а) and 13(а) indicate that there 
is а particular position for the forward edge of the porous opening which 
results in minimum Сагу. t and that this position is not greatly affected 
by the extent of opening — at least within the range tested. Figures 12 (b) 
апа 13(b) indicate that with the forward edge at the position for mini— 
mm (0-үіз» for either of the two extents, there is also a particular 


extent required to realize minimum CQ rit’ 


While figures 12 and 13 serve to. show trends, it would appear 
reasonable to assume they аге not quantitatively applicable to other 
wing—Plap arrangements. Evidence of this is the differences in the var— 
tation for the two flap angles (figs. 12 and 13). If the reasons for 
these differences were known, the usefulmess of the data would obviously 
be greatly increased. Іп the following paragraphs, the extent to which 
they аге understood will be discussed. 


It has been shown previously, in connection with application of 
area suction to control separation of flow from the leading edge of & 
wing, that area suction is most effective when the forward edge of the 
porous area coincides with the point of maximm negetive pressure. That 
this is also true in the case of the flap is indicated by the relative 
positions of the maximum negative pressure measured over the flap and 
the position of the forward edge of the porous area for minimum flow— 
coefficient requirement. Suction forward of this point results in need— 
lessly withdrawing air in the region of a favorable pressure gradient. 
Moving the leading edge of the area suction progressively aft results in 
not only increased flow requirements but, as found during this investi— 
gation, instability of the flow and, finally, inability to maintain 
attached flow. It seems safe to conclude that the optimum location for 
the forward edge of the porous area will, for any plain flap, be at or 
very close to the point of maximum negative pressure, 


Conclusions similar to the foregoing but with regard to the extent 
of the porous area are not so readily reached. It can be conjectured 
from figures 12(b) and 13(b) that the position of the aft edge of the 
porous area for the minimum flow coefficient is at the point where the 
boundary layer is just sufficiently stable to withstand the subsequent 
pressure recovery Without aid. If the porous area is not carried to 
this point, then the boundary leyer must be made more stable than in the 
case just mentioned, requiring larger flow coefficients, in order to 
suppress flow separation beyond the region of porous area, ЇЇ the porous 
area is carried beyond the optimum point, then needless control is being 
applied. Ав yet, however, no theory is available analogous to that 
shown in reference 14 for predicting the required extent of porous area 


as Е + 
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in the case of the flap. Fortunately, it appears that estimates made 
in the direction of establishing too great an extent do not result in 
excessive Plow coefficients. Further investigation of this problem is 
indicated. 


Suction requirements — effect of lift coefficient and free—stream 
velocity.— Choice of a porous area which appeared, at least within the 
range of configurations studied, to be that one requiring minimum flow 
coefficient to maintain LOL rit enabled limited studies of the varia~ 


tion of CQ... with free—-stresm velocity and with total lift coeffi— 


cient. Typical data obtained during these studies are shown in fig- 
ures 14 and 15. 


It is evident from figure 14 that if differences in lift coeffi- 
cient of about 3 percent can be ignored, then the effect of free—-stream 
velocity on “0-2: can be considered inconsequential within the range 
of free-—stream velocities tested in this investigation. When these 
results are considered in the light of the limited amount of data avail— 
able, it is concluded that any attempt to demonstrate a variation of 
flow coefficient for АСТ with free-stream velocity is unjustified; 
until more detailed studies can be made, the flow coefficient for 
AC erit (within +3 percent) must be considered independent of free—stream 


velocity. 


A condition similar to the foregoing exists when an attempt is made 
to ascertain the variation of CQcrit with total-—wing lift coefficient 
(see fig. 15). At the lowest free-etresm velocity, Осы Рог Лү 
(+1 percent) shows а slight increase with Сі, while at the higher veloc— 
ity, it shows a slight decrease with Ст; however, if а 3—percent drop 
in ACy, дү, 18 accepted, then, the tests made at the higher velocity 


also show а slight increase in бо orite Ав a result of this, it is con— 


cluded that existing data are incapable of demonstrating any significant 
variation of Cg with Сү; until more detailed studies are made, 


c 
+3 - 
the flow coefficient for B ope (+3-percent) must be considered inde— 


pendent of total wing lift. For the tests reported herein, the smallest 
value of CO orit was 0,0005 for 55° of flap deflection and 0.0009 for 


709 of flap deflection. 


All the conclusions reached in the foregoing examinations of data 
are contrary to what would be expected, Аз discussed briefly in refer— 
ence 3, any one configuration of porous area should give minimum Cerit 
at only one velocity and, bence, (Orit should vary with velocity. 
Further, it 18 reasonable to expect the stability of the boundary layer 
approaching the flap to decrease as the wing lift increased (and the 
adverse pressure gradient traversed by the boundary layer at the wing 


NACA RM A53E06 "illum 13 


leading edge also increased); ав a consequence, minimum CQ ertt should 


increase with wing lift since more stability must be imparted to the 
boundary layer at the flap. These apparent contradictions are probably 


evidence that the so-called minimum values of Со i found in this 
r 
investigation are, in reality, so far from а true minimum that the effects 


of the factors under consideration are totally masked, It is believed 
that a large percentage reduction in minimum Соссік may be realized 
(Appendix B) by controlling the chordwise distribution of inflow veloc— 
ities. Іп view of the moderate values of CQcriz measured іп the sub— 
ject investigation, a large percentage reduction is, in fact, a smail 
absolute value, and the value of its realization may be open to questions 
in the range of lift conditions and flight speeds considered of current 
interest. It must be pointed out, however, that the reduction of flow 
coefficients may become of great importance in cases where duct space 

is limited. 


Plenum—chamber pressure coefficients — relation to external peak— 
pressure coefficient.— The total power required is directly a function 
of the plenum—chamber pressure coefficients as well as the flow coeffi— 
cient. Тһе plenum—chanber pressure coefficient, Рр,» must have а suf— 


ficiently negative value to overcome duct losses and pressure drop through 
the porous material at the required flow rate апй, also, to overcome the 
external negative pressures. Іп the general case, duct losses and the 
pressure drop through the porous material are readily calculable within 
the accuracy required, and it would be anticipated they would be small. 

In the subject investigation, these losses were negligible; hence, 
required values of Ррь are almost entirely a result of external pres— 
sures. 


The variation of the ratio of plenum—chamber pressure to peak 
external pressure with lift coefficient is shown in figure 16. A sur— 
prising feature indicated by these results is that the ratio is defi~ 
nitely less than 1,0, For all the cases shown, the forward edge of the 
porous area was at the location for minimum Состіз required to reach 
ACT erit) as noted earlier, this location is very close to the peak nega— 
tive pressure. It can only be concluded from this that some outflow of 
air occurred through the porous surface near its forward edge. Such an 
occurrence does not seem favorable to any form of boundary—layer control, 
and it 1s probable that the outflow in these cases was possible only 
because excess air was being withdrawn through a major portion of the 
porous area. It is apparent the latter would be the result when the 
external pressure over tbe porous surface varied in a сһогйміве direction, 
while the internal pressure was a constant and the porosity of the mate— 
rial was а constant. It is believed that the value of CQerit could. be 


substantially reduced, and that the required internal duct pressure would 
become at least equal to the maximum negative external pressure if the 
chordwise porosity variation were adjusted to maintain nearly constant 
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suction velocities. Some discussion of this problem of controlling the 
chordwise variation of suction velocities at a wing leading edge is 

given in references 3 and 15; detailed research, however, is yet required 
before a quantitative evaluation of its effects can be made in the case : 
of the flap. Until such research can be completed, it is concluded that 

а conservative estimate of the required duct pressures would be that they 

must equal the maximum negative external pressure, 


Plenum-chamber pressure coefficients — effect of free-stresm veloc— 
15у апа lift coefficient.— It was found experimentally that the plenum- 


chamber pressure coefficient for апу one configuration and angle of 
attack was essentially independent of free—stream velocity within the 
range tested. Ав indicated in the subsequent tables, the value of Poe 


18 primarily controlled by the external pressure coefficient; this showed 
negligible variation over the Reynolds number range and Mach number 

range of the investigation. Loss through the porous material and duct 
losses, which secondarily control the value of Ppp required, were 


changing with the variations in CQ rit? but the effects remained а 
negligible part of the total, 


A significant effect of lift coefficient on the required value й 
of Рр, was found (see fig. 17). Again, this was due almost entirely 
to the variation in the peak negative external pressure coefficient мэт 
which dropped appreciably with an increase in lift coefficient. Such мэн 
a drop 18 not compatible with potential theory; it would be expected USE 
that, provided theoretical flap effectiveness were realized, a slight 
rise in external peak negative pressure would be experienced. It may be 
concluded that 100—percent flap effectiveness was not realized. 


Pressure distributions.— Chordwise pressure distributions and вес-- 
tion lift—curve slopes obtained with the flap deflected 559 and with 
and without suction are shown in figures 18 апа 19. Two points are of 
particular interest; first, the marked change in pressure distributions 
ав а result of application of suction and, second, evidence of separa— 
tion of flow first appearing at the leading edge of the wing with suc— 
tion applied to the flap. 


It can be seen that the effect of applying suction to the flap is 
to change the pressure distribution from ons indicating separation of 
flow over the flap to one closely resembling the type predicted by the 
airfoil theory where no separation of flow is considered. These results 
substantiate two comments made earlier: That the expected lift increment 
from such a flap is predictable from thin-airfoil theory, and that the 
pitching moment for a given flap lift increment is less for this type 
of flap than for other types because of the amount E lift induced on a RR 
the forward part of the wing. о 
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Examination of figure 18 shows that with suction applied to the 
flap, leading-edge separation (as evidenced by the collapse of the peak 
negative pressure at the leading edge) occurred between 10.9° and 12.8° 
angie of attack. This, as was noted earlier, limits the maximum lift. 
Partial collapse of lift on the flap occurred at the same times however, 
this was believed to be the result of &sir—flow separation at the wing 
leading edge. The investigation was therefore continued by examining 
the effect of several devices designed to delay separation of flow from 
the leading edge. 


Typical power requirements.— The actual power requirements for an 
airplane should be specified in terms of the wing loading and landing 
speed. In order to determine such values which were free from the 
uncertainties of estimating flow coefficient and pressure coefficient, 
data were obtained under conditions corresponding to level flight at 
wing loadings of 40 and 60 pounds per square foot, 


The following table shows measured minimum suction horsepowers 
required to obtain ACT + 147 The powers shown аге those required to 


drive the pump and thus include duct losses, system leakage, and the 
effect of pump efficiency. For the conditions quoted in the table, the 
first two items caused a small increase in power; for all conditions 
the pump efficiency was about 65 percent, thus, а substantial reduction 
in power could be achieved by improved pump characteristics. 


W/S, МО lb/sq ft 


Flap deflection, Flap deflection, 70° 


Measured Uo P Measured 
“suction! CL ft/sec Pf [suction 
hp 


2S8uction requirements for 15.19 angle of attack were obtained with unmod— 
ified leading—edge configuration A; others were obtained with unmodified 
leading—edge configuration B. 


F.. 
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It is interesting to note that the power required varies roughly 
as the cube of the velocity ratios. Іп. any attempt to extrapolate these 
results to much different conditions (e.g., higher wing loadings, higher 
lift coefficients) by this variation, due consideration should be given 
the compensating effects which make the extrapolation fit the range of 
test conditions given here. 


It is apparent that forward speed has a large effect on powers 
required, An attempt to reach АСт, orit at high forward speeds can 
require very high powers, This does not appear to be of particular 
importance, however, because it has been demonstrated that area suction 
will cause reattachment of flow when applied where separation exists. 
Therefore, it would be necessary to supply only the power required to 
cause reattachment of flow at a desired low forward speed; as this speed 
was approached from some higher speed, an increase in flap effectiveness 
due to the attachment of flow to the flap would be felt, similar to an 
increase in deflection of а conventional Plap. The increased forward 
speeds resulting from even higher wing Loadings than considered here 
may, however, result in undesirably high power requirements. It is 
believed that in these cases, the required power can be reduced by con— 
trol of the chordwise distribution of normal velocities through the 
porous surface. 


Model with Suction Flap and 
Leading-Edge Devices 


Three types of leading—edge devices designed to delay separation of 
flow at the leading edge were readily available. To limit the number of 
variables under study, only one suction flap configuration was used dur— 
ing these tests. This was configuration № which gave minimum РИ 


with 559 of flap deflection. Тһе ргїшёгу purpose of this phase of the 
study was to ascertain the effect of higher wing iift coefficients on 
the characteristics of the suction flap and to ascertain if any major 
changes were made in these characteristics by the type of device used to 
delay leading-edge separation in order to achieve the higher wing lifts. 
It is believed that any significant changes found for this flap configu— 
ration would also exist for any other. 


Lift.— The effect.of. the three leading-edge modifications on the 
lift characteristics is shown in figure 20. Considering first the mod— 
ified leading edge and the area-suction leading edge, it was apparent 
that the major portion of the flap effectiveness was maintained to very 
high angles of attack with the control of leading-edge separation. 

There ін a gradual reduction in lift-—curve slope above a lift coefficient 
of about 1.4; as will be noted later, there is slight evidence that this 
was due to a loss in flap effectiveness. However, for all points tested, 
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there was а well-defined value of AC erit that could be chosen similar 


to that shown in Pigure 11, It can be concluded, therefore, that an 
increase in over—all wing lift will have no pronounced effect upon the 
lift contributed by the suction flap. 


The case of the partisl-spsn leading-edge slat is somewhat different. 
At ап angle of attack of about 6° ‚ а marked loss in flap effectiveness 
occurred. This was traced to the rough air flow which came from the 
inboard end of the slat. This restricted area of rough air flow suc— 
ceeded in separating the flow from that area of the flap lying directly 
behind the inboard end of the slat. It was not possible to attain as 
high а value of lift increment as was attained with other leading edges 
with the amounts of suction tried in the tests. 


Piltching-—moment characteristics.— No particular effect was found in 


the pitching-moment characteristics with the possible exception that the 
partial—span slats could not provide nose-down moments at stall with the 
suction flap, although they could with the normal F—86A slotted flap. 
The tail~off moments shown in figure 20(b) are included simply to show 
that there were no sudden changes in wing moments that were obscured by 
the tail contribution. 


All the model configurations considered to this point showed insta~ 
bility beyond maximum lift. Although the undesirability of this is 
open to question (ref. 16), some tests were made to see if it could be 
overcome by limiting the spanwise extent of area suction, This is sim 
ilar бо the procedure used in reference 1, As is evident in figure 21, 
it was possible to alter the pitching moment at stall although a sub— 
stantial reduction in maximum lift resulted. It is not meant to be 
implied by these tests that only spanwise control of area suction at 
the leading edge will give nose—down moments at stall. The significant 
point is that the suction flap does not eliminate the effectiveness of 
this type of control, 


Suction reguirements.— As noted earlier, 8 primary point of interest 
in these tests was to determine whether various leading-edge modifica— 
tions would significantly affect the flap suction requirements, Subject 
to the qualifications made previously with regard. to fixing an exact 
minimum value of Са erit? it can be stated that, except where partial— 


span leading-edge stall occurred with the partial—span slat, no differ— 
ences in suction requirements greater than 10 percent were found. It 
should be emphasized, however, that a more detailed study will be 
required to determine whether there are any such effects. 


Up to the highest lift coefficients attainable with the various 
leading-edge modifications, subject to the limitations previously dis— 
cussed, С was independent of lift coefficient and velocity. Also, 


the comments previously made regarding plenum—chamber pressure coeffi-— 
cient were found to be applicable at the higher lift coefficients. 
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Pressure distributions.— Chordwise—pressure—distribution data and 
section—lift—curve slopes obtained with area suction applied at both 
the leading edge of the wing and on the flap are shown in figures 22 
and 23, Below the first appearance of separation, there existed char— 
acteristics very similar to those already discussed. The initial loca~ 
tion of separation, however, is not so readily definable as in the pre— 
vious case, | 


Comparison of figures 22(c) апа 22(d) shows that at the 0.45 2y fb 
Station, the leading—edge peak pressure has nearly ceased to rise and 
the peak pressure over the flap has practically collapsed (although no 
pronounced effect of separation is apparent). It cannot be ascertained 
which of these flow changes is cause and which is effect but it is sus— 
pected that, at least for this configuration of area suction on the 
flap, the limit of control of the area suction on the RED is being 
approached. 3 


Typical power requirements .— The following table has been prepared 
to demonstrate the order of magnitude of powers required at the high 
lift coefficients made possible by use of leading-edge devices. In 
addition to the powers required at the flap, powers required for area 
Buction at the wing leading edge are given for comparison with those of 
reference 1. As in the previous table, two values of wing loading were 
examined for the F—86A model, 40 and 60 pounds. As noted previously, 
tests were made with velocity and attitudes corresponding to those of 
flight for these wing loadings. For the case of area suction at the 
wing leading edge, the measured suction power includes the duct losses 
and pump losses which are listed in table VII and are subtracted to 
Obtain the values of suction power. 


Flap deflection, 55° , W/S, 40 1b/sq ft 


DX configuration 4 Leading-edge, —— 


leasur Measure в м 
suction p on 
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When these powers and flow coefficients required to control separa— 
tion of flow at the leading edge are compared with those quoted in 
reference 1 for corresponding conditions, it will be evident that а 
reduction in both power and flow coefficient have occurred, That such 
is the case, despite the fact that the same leading edge was used for 
each test, is worthy of some consideration. А comparison on the basis 
of equal Ст!в produces such а result largely because the increased 
flap effectiveness reduces the leading-edge pressure peaks required to 
reach а given wing Ст. А more valid comparison on the basis of equal 
wing loading and equal angles of attack, where the leading—edge pressure 
peaks should be very similar, also shows a substantial reduction in 
power and flow coefficient, particularly at the lower 112% coefficients. 
This is partially due to a decrease in velocity for level flight brought 
about by the increase in lift due to greater flap effectiveness, Even 
when this is accounted for, however, a reduction remains. It is thought 
to be due to a change in the span loading and chordwise loading, induced 
by the more effective flaps, which resulted in a more favorable spanwise 
distribution of suction velocities at the leading edge. This is partly 
supported by the fact that the differences tend to disappear as the flap 
effectiveness diminishes slightly at the higher (Сү!Б, Insufficient 
data exist to evaluate quantitatively these effects, but it is important 
to note they exist. 


CONCLUDING REMARKS 


The results of the wind—tunnel investigation of а 35° sweptback 
wing indicated that large increases in flap lift increment can be made 
by applying area suction with very small suction flow quantities to an 
area near the leading edge of a flap. It was determined that the area 
suction served to prevent air—flow separation and, hence, flap effec— 
tiveness agreeing closely with inviscid flow theory could be realized. 
It was determined that the flap lift increment could be maintained 


almost without loss to maximum lift of the wing which appeared to be 
governed by leading-edge separation in all cases, including those where 
leading—edge-—separation control devices were used. The effectiveness 


of the area suction was not too critical as to Location of the porous 
area but the suction requirements did vary with the location of the 
porous area. 


For the particular model under investigation, a flap lift increment 
of 0.78 was realized for a flap deflection of 55° with a flow coeffi— 
cient of 0,0005 and а lift increment of 0.81 for а flap deflection 
of 70° with a Plow coefficient of 0.0009; both flap deflections gave a 
lift increment of about 0.5 without area suction. Study of the results 
indicated that substantial reduction in the values of flow coefficient 
сап be made by further refinements (see Appendix В). Examination of 


а 
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the power requirements for this type of boundary—layer control for а 
typical fighter-type airplane showed values of the order of 17 horse— 
power. 


it was found possible, from the results available, to develop a 
procedure which enabled estimates to be made of the flap lift increments 
and power requirements for wings other than the one tested. 


Ames Aeronautical Laboratory 
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics 
Moffett Field, Calif. 
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APPENDIX A 
A FIRST APPROXIMATION OF A DESIGN PROCEDURE 
FOR APPLYING AREA SUCTION TO A FLAP ON 


A WING HAVING 45° oF SWEEPBACK 


From the results presented in this report for the suction flaps on 
а 35° sweptback wing, an approximate design procedure was devised to 
enable estimation of the suction reguirements for suction flaps on wings 
having other angles of sweepback. The design procedure will be discussed 
for flaps on a wing having 45° of sweepback, an aspect ratio of 3.5, a 
taper ratio of 0.5, and a wing area of 300 square feet. The flap will 
be of constant 30-percent chord (measured along the streamwise chord), 
extending from 0.11 semispan to 0.12 semispan. The procedure will be 
directed toward, first, calculating the increment of Lift to be obtained 
from the flap; second, selecting the chordwise extent and position of 
the porous area; third, estimating the pressure coefficient necessary 
for pumping; апа fourth, estimating the flow coefficient апа the suction 
power required. 


Calculation of flap increment of lift.- The results of the investi- 
gation on the 35° sweptback wing and the results of some unpublished 
small-scale two-dimensional tests (2-foot-chord model) indicate that 
applying area suction to а trailing-edge flap simply allows the flap to 
be deflected to high angles without allowing air-flow separation to 
occur on the flap. With no air-flow separation on the flap, a nearly 
linear variation of Plap lift increment with Ғізр deflection angle is 
maintained to very high angles of flap deflection. Therefore, the first 
Step of the design procedure, to calculate the increment of flap lift 
attainable with a given flap on а 45° sweptback wing, can be made with 
the use of the theory of reference 13. The validity of the step has been 
indicated by comparison of experiment and theory for the tests on the 
35° sweptback wing reported herein. 


The small-scale two-dimensional tests indicated that the Linear 
variation of lift increment with flap deflection could be maintained to 
flap deflections of 65°. In this discussion, the assumption will be made 
that 55° and 65° of flap deflection with area suction will have чивера- 
rated air flow. The theory was used to calculate the increment of flap 
Lift with these flap deflections measured in the plane normal to the flap 
hinge line. The calculations indicate that an increment of flap lift of 
0.89 should be obtained with 55° deflection and an increment of lift of 
1.05 with 65° deflection. These lift increments, as in the case of the 
"359 sweptback wings, should be of nearly constant value at all angles of 
attack below the angle where leading-edge separation occurs on the wing. 
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Position апа chordwise extent of агеа suction.- From the tests 
on the 35° sweptback wing, it can be established that the leading edge 
of the porous area should be placed within a distance of +1-percent 
normal chord (chord normal to the hinge line) from the peak negative 
pressure on the flaps. Тһе реак negative pressure on the flap occurs 
quite near the midpoint of the radius of curvature but 15 can be 
located more accurately from airfoil-section theory. The chordwise 
extent of porous area can be from 1.5 to 3 percent of the normal chord 
for 55° flap deflection and 3.5 to 5.0 percent of the chord for 659 
flap deflection. The use of any positions and chordwise extents of 
suction given in this range will give approximately the calculated 
increments of flap lift with suction power requirements of the same 
order of magnitude as possible minimum yalues. 


Suction pressure coefficient.- The suction pressure is the sum of 


the external surface pressure, the pressure drop through the porous 
surface, and the pressure drop through the ducts. Іп this discussion, 
no calculations will be made of the pressure drop due to duct losses, 
for they are dependent entirely on the specific design of the ducts. 


The external surface pressure coefficient can be calculated theore— 
tically with the flap deflected. However, for simplicity in this case, 
the external surface pressure coefficient will be estimated from the 
values measured over the flap for the 35° sweptback wing. At 55° 
deflection, the maximum negative pressure coefficient over the flap was 
about —4.5 (fig. 18). Тһе angle of sweepback of the hinge line is 
approximately 29° compared to a value of approximately 40° for the 30- 
percent—chord flap on the example 45° sweptback wing. If simple sweep 
theory is used and it is assumed that the pressure coefficient based on 
the normal velocity is constant, the value of this pressure coefficient 
based on the free-stream velocity will vary as the square of the cosine 
of the sweep angie. On this basis the maximum negative pressure coeffi— 
cient is —3.6 on the flap surface for the 45° sweptback wing. It is 
realized that section thickness and chordwise extent of flap will have 
an effect on the magnitude of the radius of curvature over the hinge 
line and, hence, the pressure coefficient, but these effects will be 
neglected for this analysis. The value of pressure coefficient for 
the 65° flap deflection is estimated from the value of —8.2 measured on 
the two-dimensional model. When this value is corrected by simple—sweep 
theory, the pressure coefficient on the 45° sweptback wing flap would 
be —4,8. This value compares quite closely to the value which would be 
obtained using а linear variation between 55° and 70° on the flap for 
the 35° sweptback wing and correcting for angle of sweep as shown in 
figure 2%, 


A rough approximation can be made for the pressure drop through the 
porous surface, This is sufficient since the pressure drop through the 
surface will be a small part of the total pumping pressure. In the tests 
of this investigation at а free—stream velocity of 183 feet per second 
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and a flap deflection of 559, the suction-air velocity had an average 
value of about 5 percent of free-stream velocity. This resulted in a 
pressure drop of about 8 pounds per square foot through the 1/16-inch- 
thick porous material, giving a pressure coefficient of -0.2, based on 
the free-stream dynamic pressure. However, as was discussed previously, 
the suction-inflow velocities varied from a small value near the leading 
edge of the porous area, where the maximum peak negative external pres- 
sures existed, to a very large excess value at the aft edge of the 
porous area. It is believed that for any porous material for which the 
surface porosity or permeability is kept constant across the chordwise 
extent, a conservative value for the inflow velocities at the forward 
edge of 1 to 2 percent of the free-stream velocity will assure prevention 
of air-flow separation on the flap. For other porous materials, the 
pressure drop сап be calculated by knowing the flow characteristics of 
the material and assuming an inflow velocity. For sn installation on 
an aircraft, a porous stainless-steel surface could be used. The flow 
characteristics which might be obtained for porous stainless steel are 
shown in figure 25. The pressure coefficient necessary to draw the air 
through this type of porous surface would be about -0.2 for 55° аеРіес- 
tion and about -0.3 for 65° deflection, based on an assumed inflow 
velocity at the leading edge of 1 percent of free-stream velocity. 
Therefore, the total pumping pressure coefficient, neglecting duct losses, 
would be -3.8 for 55° deflection and -5.1 for 65° deflection. 


Suction flow coefficient and power.- The suction-flow-coefficient 
variation with angle of flap deflection is shown in figure 26 for the 
flap on the 35° sweptback-wing panels for 0.5° angle of attack and a 
free-stream velocity of 183 feet per second. The flow coefficients, 
based on the total-wing area and the free-stream velocity, are 0.0005 
for a flap deflection of 55° and are estimated from figure 26 to be 
0.0008 for 65° of flap deflection. For wings of other plan forms having 
flaps of other spans, the flow coefficients must be adjusted to a similar 
reference area and velocity. The reference area taken will be the area 
of the wing over which the flap extends, which is 39 percent of the wing 
area, for the 35° sweptback wing and 50 percent of the wing area for the 
45° sweptback wing. Тһе reference velocity willbe the component of the 
free-stream velocity normal to the flap. Тһе flow coefficients required 
for the 35° sweptback wing, based on these references, are 0.0015 for 
55° flap deflection and 0.0025 for the 65° flap deflection. These values 
of flow coefficient, based on the new reference area and velocity, can 
be used directiy on the 45° sweptback wing flap to determine the quantity 
of air flow песеввагу for boundary-layer control. By this method, it 
was determined that 30.5 cubic feet of air per second would have to be 
Эсийн 559 of flap deflection апа 53.2 cubic feet per second with 

Ja 


With the knowledge of the flow quantity and the pressure ratio, the 
suction horsepower necessary for the example wing vas calculated, assuming 
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isentropic compression. The calculations indicate that 13.3 horsepower 
would be required for 55° flap deflection and 28.1 for 65° flap dePlec- 
tion. These power calculations do not include duct losses or the pump 
loss. It is believed, based on the results of the investigation on the 
359 sweptback wings, that these losses would only require from 20- to 
30-percent additional power, depending on the efficiency of the pump. 
Therefore, an increment of flap lift of 0.89 can be obtained with a 
suction flap deflection of 559 and approximately 16.1 horsepower and an 
increment of lift of 1.05 with 659 deflection and 35 horsepower. These 
values would result in a wing lift coefficient of approximately 1.4 and 
1425; respectively, for 559 and 65° deflection at a wing angle of attack 
ot 107, 
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APPENDIX B 


ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATIONS OF SUCTION FLAP 


Subsequent to the preparation of the text material, additional data 
were obtained on the reduction of suction flow coefficients and on an 
intermediate flap setting of 64°. The results of these tests substantiate 
much of the discussion presented in the report. 


The results indicated that large reductions in the value of flow 
coefficient were obtainable with control of the chordwise distribution 
of suction-air velocities. This control can be obtained by two methods: 
First, by using & porous surface of constant thickness having higher 
pressure-drop characteristics than thet used in the original tests; and, 
second, by using а porous surface having varying chordwise pressure-drop 
characteristics, as described in references 1, 3, and 15 for the case of 
wing leading-edge suction. The chordwise distribution ог suction veloci- 
ties required to attain equal values of /Z€p. ,, for three porous 
materials are shown in figure 21 for the 25-percent spanwise station with 
chordwise extent of area suction, configuration 4, on the flap deflected 
55°. The distributions shown were obtained at an angle of attack of 0.5° 
and a free-stream velocity of 183 feet per second. Тһе chordwise distri- 
bution of suction velocities, curve (a) figure 27, is for the original 
1/16-inch-thick porous material (flow characteristics of this material, 
grade 1, are shown in fig. 28). To obtain this distribution of suction- 
air velocities, а pumping pressure coefficient of -h.5 was required, 
resulting in а total flow coefficient of 0.00019. For the same flap 
deflection with a constant 1/16-inch-thick porous material having approx- 
imately twice the pressure-drop characteristics (porous materiel, grade 2, 
in fig. 28) the chordwise distribution reguired to prevent air-flow 
separation on the flap is shown by curve (b) in figure 2T. Ав can be 
seen by comparing curves (8) and (b), & large reduction in suction-air 
velocities was obtained at the aft edge of the porous surface. To obtain 
this distribution of suction-air velocities with this porous surface, 4 
pumping pressure coefficient of -4.9 was required, resulting in a total 
flow coefficient of 0.00036 or about a 27-percent reduction in flow. A 
further reduction of suction velocity and flow coefficient was obtained 
by using a tapered porous material. The change in thickness of the 
material, shown in figure 28(a), varied as the external surface pressure 
varied chordwise on the Plap with the thinnest section at the forward 
edge near the peak negative pressure and the thick section at the aft 
edge where the external surface pressure was less negative. With the 
tapered porous surface, the chordwise distribution of suction-air 
velocities required to prevent air-flow separation is shown by curve (c) 
in figure 27. А pumping pressure coefficient of -5.3 was required to 
obtain this distribution, resulting in a flow coefficient of 0.00022 or 
a 55-percent reduction of total flow from the case with the constant- 
thickness high-porosity material. 
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Shown in figure 29 is the variation of flow coefficient required 
with flap deflection angle for the various types of porous materials 
used. It can be concluded that with the proper distribution of suction- 
air velocities, large reductions in flow coefficient are obtainable. Ав 
pointed out previously in the text of this report, there 18 probably an 
ideal chordwise distribution that will give the absolute minimum flow 
coefficient, which these tests have only approached. However, the ideal 


distribution will not give а very large reduction in flow coefficient 
below that of distribution (c) of figure 27. Also, ав the chordwise . 
distribution of velocities approach the ideal, the value of pumping 
pressure required increases because of £he larger values of inflow 
required at the forward edge of the porous area. Therefore, the reduc- 
tion in suction power that can be made below that of distribution (c) 
Will be very small uniess the ducting 18 such that the duct losses аге 
a large part of the pressure losses in the system and then, small 
reductions in flow quantity will give large reductions in duct losses. 


Additional tests were made with the suction flap deflected 649, 
The force characteristics with this flap deflection аге shown in 
figure 30. Ав shown by the data in figure 31, the Increment of flap lift 
with flap deflection angle is nearly linear through 09 from 64°. ‘These 
tests were made with the same two grades of 1/16- inch constant-thickness 
porous material investigated with 55° deflection. The chordwise extent 
of suction that gave the minimum suction requirements was an extent from 
2 inches aft of the hinge reference line (fig. 4) to 5 inches aft of the 
reference Line. The flow coefficient required with the material of 
greater porosity (fig. 28) was 0.0008 and, with the material of lower 
porosity, a value of 0.00054 was required. This reduction in flow coef- 
ficient is due agein to better ВОРОН. distribution of suction-air 
velocities. 


The following table shows the measured minimum requirements to obtain 
ACherit with the horizontal tail off: 
W/S, kO lb/eq ft 
Flap deflection, 559 Flap deflection, 64° 


P 
Uo Pp 
f 
i ft/sec 


The powers shown include pump and duct losses. Values are given for the 
porous surface having a tapered material with the flap deflected 559 


Measured 
suction 


Measured 
guction 
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and for the 1/16-inch constant-thickness felt (grade 2) with the flap 
deflected 64°. These suction requirements were measured at conditions 
corresponding to level flight at various angles of attack at a wing 
loading of 40 pounds per square foot. 
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TABLE I.- COORDINATES OF THE WING ATRFOIL SECTIONS NORMAL 
TO THE WING QUARTER-CHORD LINE AT TWO SPAN STATIONS 
[Dimensions given іп inches] 


Section at 0.467 semispan |Section at 0.857 semispan 


Upper Lower 
surface |surface 


| 10 , А 
І.Е. radius: 1.202, center|L.E. radius: 0.828, center 
at 1.201, 0.216 | at 0.822, -0.093 
| 


"Straight lines to tr&iling edge 
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TABLE II.- SUMMARY OF EXTENT AND POSITIONS OF POROUS SURFACE TESTED 
ON SUCTION FLAP, DIMENSIONS NORMAL TO HINGE REFERENCE LINE 
[Dimensions in inches] 


Flap deflection, 559 Flap deflection, 709 


| Position Position 
Extent of |of for- Extent of |of for- 
chordwise | ward edge chordwise | ward edge 
(aft of (aft of 
ref.line) ref.line) 


м АЛ АЛ м м АЛ АЛ wu OM л ww 


TABLE III.- SUMMARY OF LEADING EDGES TESTED 


Configuration Leading edge tested 


F-86A leading edge, slats closed, slits 
sealed 


Porous leading edge with porous surface 
taped with а nonporous tape - unmodified 
F-86A leading-edge contour 


F-86A leading edge, slats open, slits 
unsealed (fig. 7) 


Modified leading edge (forward camber 
and increased leading-edge radius, 
fig. 1) 


Full-span extent of porous area, 0.11 
to 0.96 span (fig. 8) 


Partial-span extent of porous area 0.25 
to 0.96 span (fig. 8) 


Partial-span extent of porous area 0.35 
ЁС 


Partial-span extent of porous area 9. 
to 0.96 span (fig. 8) 
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5 TABLE IV.- COORDINATES OF THE MODIFIED WING LEADING EDGE АТ 
IWO SPAN STATIONS, NORMAL TO THE WING QUARTER-CHORD LINE 
[Dimensions given in inches] 


Section at 0.467 semispan | Section at 0.857 semispan 


______ тв Coo a 
Upper Upper Lower 
surface surface | surface 


кка, з og Yd ол ЗОВ 


L.E. radius: 1.674, center | L.E. radius: 1.261, center 
at -0.018, -1. 445 at 0.011, -1.359 


3h. 


Orifice 


no 


Upper surface orifices omitted: Lower surface orifices omitted: 
Station 0.25b/2, no. 16 
Station 0.85b/2, nos. 2,6, &11 Station O.65b/2, nos. 6,7, & 8 
Station 0.85b/2, no. 10 above ` 
19.8" 
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TABLE V.- LOCATION OF SURFACE PRESSURE ORIFICES 
[Position of orificesi, chordwise percent] 


0.25b/2 апа 0.45b/2 station |0.65b/2 and 0.85b/2 station 
Upper surface|Lower surface |Upper surface Lower surface 
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eae Test | Тев conditions | 


ыр De тенот 2 


145 and 183| variable 


Leading ME ЕРЕЖЕ” ИНЕ 
(Table III) 


145 апа 183|varisble 


145 and 183|varisble 


no suction 


h 
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TABLE УТТ.- SUMMARY OF DUCT LOSSES AND PUMP LOSSES FOR 
AREA SUCTION APPLIED AT THE WING LEADING EDGE 


Extent of suction B-B | 


Wing loading, 10 = ft  |Wing loading, 60 Ы ft 


Pump U Duct 
lon ps o гом los 
қ цан 
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у. 


Эн дий “эг Am 


лала —Ó P 
РА 


“SONATAS А 


A-17275 


Figure 1.— View of 35° swept-back wing model mounted in the АО by 80—foot 
wind tunnel. 
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380 


four pressure 658 
orifice stations 


2230 
, ha А 
25 ban. № 
© 
Wing 7. 

Sweep 35° 00" 
Aspect ratio 4.785 
Taper ratio OIF 

м Twist 2°00" 

© Dihedrat 3° 00° 

© Агеа 28758 soff 


Horizontal tail 


Sweep 359 00 
| | Dihedrat 10° ос 
Alt dimensions in feet Area ^ 7” “77134524 54 РР eem 
unless ofherwise noted 
Fusélage 


Fineness ratio 11.55 
Radius at station z 


1840 (Е (ва 9) " ЗОНА in ЕЕЕ 


Figure 2.— Geometric characteristics of the 35° swep!- wing model. 
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y(ft} О /8.383 /8.583 


Incidence angle relative 
fo fuselage center line, deg 


о 7.2 з 4 .5 6 г ёа . 70 
Spanwise station, Ру/» “<< НАСА,” 


Note: Coordinates of airfoil given in table |. 


Sweep angle of quarter-chord line in plane of win 4 34958" 
All dimensions ore іп feet. 


Figure 3.— The layout of the wing; O° dihedral. 
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Porous surface 


7 Porous surface Reference uiam 
= — | 
е 4 [DR ОИ 
е ІНІ | BPE rN 7, 
EN ЖА” 
Air ducts — | 


Flap hinge line 


Section A-A normal to flap hinge line at .25 2y/b 


Flap hinge line and 
Reference line 


Holes cut in duct wall 


between these points 
fo allow air flow. 


fuselage 


Alf dimensions in feet 


Shutters unless otherwise noted 
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| 
2y/b 0.0 .25 | -96 | 


(a) Wing details. 


Figure 4 — Schematic diagram showing ducting and flaps. 
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Slotted Flap 


Reference line 


Suction Flap, 6,559 


Porous Surface 


Suction Flap, & «70% | 


АН dimensions in feet 
unless otherwise noted 
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(b) Flap details. 


Figure 4.- Concluded. | WA 


51 


‚3 


Figure 5.— Close-up view of suction flap deflected 559. 
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Figure 6.— Calibration of suction—air velocities for the porous 
mesh sheet backed with one-half inch wool felt material. 


Dimensions in feet 
unless otherwise noted 


Wing reference | 
plane 
B AM A .O6 9^ 


eee 
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(0) Modified leading edge. 


Figure 7.—. Details of the wing airfoil sections at 0,857 semispan, taken normal fo 


the wing quarter- chord line. 
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(0) Unmodified section showing sla! extended and retracted. 


< 


Figure 7,— concluded, 
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Figure 9.— Thickness variations of fhe felt backing used in 
the wing. 
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B, рогоив-/орға 55% suction 
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Pitching - moment coefficient, Cm 
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(b) Horizontal tail off 
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- Concluded. 


Figure 10, 
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Lift coefficient increment, AC, 
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Flow coefficient, Co 


Figure //.— Variation of increment of flap lift coefficient 
with suction flow coefficient for 55%апа 7O°of Hap 
deflection. U,=145 f?/sec. 
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Flow coefficient, Со 


Flow coefficient , Со 


Figure 12. - 
of area suction on the flap deflected 55°. 


. 00/2 
© Length of surface ИР in. 
г. Length of surface 242 in. 
Configuration 3 
Configuration 4 Л 
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22 2 Position of peak negative 
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Position of forward edge of porous surface, 
inches, from reference fine 


(с) Porous— surface position. 
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two and one-half inches from reference fine 


(Б) Porous- surface extent. 


Variation of flow coefficient with extent and position 
4 С, т О т ” б % 
cul 


Free - stream velocity = (45 feet per second. 


51 


52 


Flow coefficient, C, 


Flow coefficient, C, 


GUNDAM. — МАСА RM A53EO06 


onfiguration (9 


O 
Q 
— 
9 
У 
WA 
ААА 
\ | 


.0008 
Position of peak negative 
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(а) Porous — surface position. 


Configuration 18 
742: nfiguration 19 
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(6) Porous — surface extent. 


Figure 13.- Variation of flow coefficient with position and extent 


of area suction on the flap deflected 70% AC, = 0.87. 


Free-stream velocity = 145 feet per second. 
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Figure 14.-- Variation of flap increment of lift coefficient 
with flow coefficient for two free- stream velocities. бұ = 55° 
Configuration 4. @=0.8°. 


28 аланнан, NACA RM А5ЗЕО6 
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— Uo = 193 FIL sec 
--4-- Uo */83 ft/sec 


Flow coefficient, Со 


O 2 4 6 S LO 12 {4 6 @ 
Lift coefficient, C, 
Figure /|5.— Variation of flow coefficient required for 


suction flap with wing lift coefficient for two free - 
stream velocities. у = 55°. Configuration 4. 
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Figure 16- Variation of pressure ratio at flap with 
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Figure /7.— Variation of plenum- chamber pressure 
coefficient with lift coefficient. 5, =55° 
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Flagged symbols, no suction 


Untlagged symbols, suction 
applied af flap 
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Figure 18.— Chordwise pressure distributions of the 35° swept- 
back wing with and without area suction applied fo the 
flap deflected 55°. 
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Figure 18 .— Continued. 
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Figure /.— Continued. 
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Figure 18.— Concluded. 
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Figure /9.— Section lift curves for the 35° swept- 
back wing with suction flap deflected 55°. 
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(a) Horizontal fail on. 


Figure 20.— Aerodynamic characteristics of the 35° swept-back wing with area suction 


applied fo the 55% suction flap and wifh various leading-edge devices. 
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(b) Horizontal tail off 
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Figure 20. 
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Section if! coefficient, 


Angle of attack, а, deg 


Figure 23.— Section lift curves for fhe 35° swept-back 
wing with suction flap deflected 55° and area suction 
applied fo the leading edge. 
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—o— Measured values from flap 
on 35° swept-back wing 
— Estimated values for flap 
on 45° swept-back wing 
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Figure 24.-Variation of peak negative pressure coefficient 
over flap radius of curvature with flap deflection angle. 
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Figure 25.— Flow characteristics of 1/16- inch - thick porous 
stainless stee/ 
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Figure 26— Variation of flow coefficient with flap deflection 
angle. О, = /83 Ft per sec. 
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Figure 27, — Measured chordwise distribution of suction- 
air velocities for three types of porous materials. 
8,2559. U,=183 feet per second. 
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(а) Chordwise distribution of thickness 
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(b) Flow characteristics of two grades of I/I6- inch-thick 
woo! felt. 


Figure 28.— Chordwise distribution of felt thickness and flow 
characteristics of two grades of wool felt material 
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Figure 29г- Variation of flow coefficient with fiop 
deflection angle for three fypes of porous materials, 
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Lift-coefticient increment, 
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Figure 3l.— Variation of increment of flap lift coefficient 


with flap deflection angle. Horizontal fail off. 
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